DETROIT

Sificerely, © -

. P: 248.399.WALK F: 248.399.3458 info@uldswulkdeiron org-or www.aidswulkdetroil org

March 18, 2008 R{‘-,CGNed &\p

Chairman Kevin J. Martin
Federal Communications Commission CC Wedh i+
445 12" Street, SW F
Washington, DC 20554

In the Matter of Broadcast Localism (MB Docket No. 04-233)

Dear Cheirman Martin,

On behalf of Steppin’ Out and AIDS Walk Detroit, | am writing to you to
inform you of the support we have received from Clear Channel Radio
Détroit:# ‘Our. -goal,: .as-an, organization, is to promote awareness,
understanding and early detection. With the help of this radio group we have
been able to do just that.

Ei/e"'rypSeptember Clear Channel Radio Detroit helps to promote our walk
that draws more than 10,000 people who have worked hard to raise funds for
our organlzatron ‘We raise more than $300,000 a year from this walk, all the

money ‘raised’ remains .in the Detr0|t area to help our community members,
who are “affected by this life threatenlng dlsease In addition, Clear Channel

Radlo Détroit helps us educate high school students about AIDS which is’
mcredr’bly important in our efforts to end the spread of this disease.

| write to you today regarding the recent news that the FCC is considering a
radlca1 ‘re-regulation of our nation's broadcast system in the pending

j“Iocallsm”'proceedmg We believe 'that these rule changes will harm
jbroaqcasters ability to. serve the public mterest ‘[ appreciate your attempt to

|m)prove local ‘media, but;we disagree | wrth your proposed methods. | ask

' you o reconsrder these proposed regulaﬁons
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Comments'in Responsé to Locausm Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

MB Docket No. 04-233
sceived & Inspected
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemakin #he
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. MAR 31 3

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment r‘géb M&mmqjm
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

1 The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. )

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station lnto a pubhc forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

: : <

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specrﬁc editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programmlng. especially religious programming, is not properiy dictated by any government agency —and
proposals to force repomng on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on :
constrtutronally -protected- edrtonal chorces

“ ‘! . -
4) The FCC midsfndt establrsh a two-txered renewal system in which gentain licensees would be
automatically barred from Youtine renewal application’'processing. The proposed mandatory specral renewal
review of certain classes of-applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Thise who stay true to theirconscierices:and present enly the messages they
correspond to their bellefsvbould faoe long expenswe ‘and potentially ruinous rénewal proceedings.

(5) < Many Chnstrancbl‘oadcasters operate on tight budgets. as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the eléttriciy:flowing is often a challenge. Yet. the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenevef &'station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these pr}aposals would force service cutbacks and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC notto adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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X85 ﬁf nts:mHResponse to Liocalisn Notice of Propesed. Rulemakmg \“
MB Docket No. 04-233 “ece'\\leé &
~e
| submlt the following comments in respotise to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulem“ﬁpﬁh‘\a? " A
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233, . n
Mail Roo

. Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. E%ber of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so ~ and must not be adopted.

(1 The FCC must not force radio stations, especially feligious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM'’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even:loss of license for choosing to foliow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints {0 shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements wouid do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on-such things as who produced what programs-would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editofial choices.

4) The FCC must not’establish a. two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed-mandatory special renewal
review of certain, classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Thoséwho stay true to their consciences and present ‘only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long. expensive and potentiaily ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and. (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Rajsing costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
plblic interest. .

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procédures or policies discussed above.
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RECEVED &INGPECTED
MAR 3 1 2008

[ submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proppsed Rulemaking (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.
) " FCC-MAILROOM

dmments inRedpshieto Loedlisnt Notice of Broposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233 :

Any new FCC ruies, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viéwpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits gevernment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

2) Thie FCC must not turh every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements weuld do sp — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any réligion. s

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any gevernment agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. - :

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically ‘b,ar,[eq from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mahdatory special renewal
review of certdin ¢lasses of applicants by the Comrhissionérs themselves would armount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those Who stay trueto their consciefices aid present orily the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and patéﬁ'fialfy fuihous renewal proceedings.

(!5) -l ')Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgéts, as do many stnaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge, .Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising-costs in two-ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposdls would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. . - ]

We urge the FCC ot to adopt rules, procedures or po‘liéiés &iseuss’e‘d ab‘o-ve..
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

MB Docket No. 04-233
R $ 12008

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposqd Rulemaking (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

) o ‘ FCC.MA\LROOM |

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment right&™A number of '
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from

people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First.
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has _
rights o air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a refigious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
consfitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a fwo-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay frue to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a stafion is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. '

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233 '

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propsed Rulemaking %OM \
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233, \ L -

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendmentiagitts. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

O] The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory bhoard proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints fo shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even If a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of pragramming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true fo their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face fong, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the eleclricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a stafion is on the air and, (b} by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force sesvice cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

MB Docket No. 04-233 RECEIVED & INSPECTED

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Noticejof Pr ! ing (the -
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No, 04-233. ARG emes

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First A
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not

ot ROOM: b

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so ~ even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids lmposmon of message dellvery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such thmis as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choice:

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who-stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long; expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

[/\/Ne urge the FCC not to adopt ules procedures or policies discussed above.

A Dlnd 33 X o0g

Déte
Signature

A7 ST by 84 7%4%4,

T2y w Vi Te Abeveyosibe Address ! ’JJ‘Z

Name M 7-Bub T 5]

Phone
Title (if any)

Organization (if any)




Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propos
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not furn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programmiing, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency ~ and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would infrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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RECEIVED & INSPECTED

Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233
MAR 3 1 2008

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propoged Rulemaking (the
“‘“NPRM), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

FCC-MAILROOM:
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First AmendmentTights. A number o

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

- {4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substanfially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b} by further restricting main studio location choices.

- Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. -

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendmen
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM'’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints fo shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits govermment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio stafion into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as whe produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true fo their consciences and present only e messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal praceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is offen 2 challenge.  Yet, the Commission proposes §o further
sguesze niche a2nd smaller market broadeasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a stalion is on the air and, (b} by further restricling main studio location choices.
Reising cosls with these proposals would foree service culbacks — and curlalled service is contrary o the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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i submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposgd Rulemakmﬂﬂw_hooM
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233, ‘

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so ~ and must not be adopted.

@) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's praposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss-of license for cheosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

©(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message dehvery
mandates on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would infrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

“ The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The propesed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters, Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
comespond to their beliefs could face leng, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(8) - - -Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raiging costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Ralsing costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks ~ and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adgpt rules, procedures or pol|c|es dnscussed above
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localist @,Co? osed Rulemaking (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures rfmt;st not ;rlolate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so ~ and must not be adopted.

1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especiall J, religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's praposed aglvisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadeasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased-harassment, complaints and even loss: of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits govermnment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time, Proposed public access requirements would ‘do so - even If a religious broadcaster
consc;entlously objects.to the message. The: Fnrst?’Amendmem'ferblds impasition of message delivery
mandates on'any religion.

3 The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. These who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
qorrespond to their beliefs-could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Ch(lstrau breaggastgrs operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations, Keeping: mgeleetrlcnty‘ﬂemngas often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff présence whenever.a.station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location cholces.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service putbacks and curtalled service IS contrary to the
public interest. L - -

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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RECENED & SPEGTE,

Gomments in Response to Localism, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

~MB'Docket No. 04-233 MAR 3 1 2608

PECHIKI RS o

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not vviolate First Amendment rights. A number of

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Pro

“NPRM" , released Jan, 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

proposals discussed in the NPRWM, if enacted, would do so —and m t be adopted.
S
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, espedcially religious broadcasters, to take advice from

people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster .
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

3). . The FCC must not force revelation of speciﬁc editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religigus programming, is not properly dictated by any:government agency —and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. S

r : it
4) The-'FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine,renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of appligants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of .
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expenswe and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many. smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in fwo ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by. further restricting mam,studlo location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force servrce cutbacks and curtailed serwce is contrary to the
public interest. v B _ ,\

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedtjres or polrcies discussed above.
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REGEIVED & INSPECTED |
MAR 3 1 2008

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propwsed Rulemaking (the

“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket Nb. 04-233.
FCC-MAILROOM

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment Tights. A numberor
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objeéts to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4 - The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routiné renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true te their consciences and present only the messages they
cefrespond-to their beliefs could*face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeéze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Ralsmg costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks and curtalled serwce is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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AT LAKE TAHOEX

P.O. Box 27542, Concord, CA 94527-0542

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W.
Washington, DC 20554

March 19, 2008

Subject: In the Matter of Broadcast Localism (MB Docket No. 04-233),
Report on Broadcast Localism and Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

Dear FCC Commissionet:;

I understand that the FCC has .recently initiated a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking on
Broadeast Localism. ~ The, FCC’s Notice of Proposed Rulemakmg asserts that
broadcasters may. not be adequately serving their local communities. I am the President
of the Eriends of Camp Concord and would, like to take this opportunity to speak on
behalf of KGO-TV, ABC7 Newscast and Dan Ashley in serving their local communities.

I would like to share with you that KGO-TV, ABC7 and Dan Ashley go above and
beyond in their efforts in participating with its community in which it serves. The
Friends of Camp Concord is a non-profit organization that helps send under privileged
kids to camp in an attempt to make.a difference in a child’s life. Dan Ashley, with ABC7
News, has in the past done air programming during its regular newscast, has done a
special on our organization that viewed on “The View from the Bay”, and has been a
long time sponsor of our fundraising event by donating monies, staff and supplies for our
annual golf tournament fundraiser. Dan Ashley graciously hosts, in conjunction with
ABC7 News, and mingles with each and every one of the golfers on the golf course and
helps promote our cause and event As a result, we’ve raised over $350,000 with Dan
Ashley’s assistance.

I would like to state that no further regulation is needed to ensure that your local station
serves the local community. Furthermore, I would like to thank Dan Ashley and ABC7
for all that it has done for the organization in the past and look forward to many more
events in the future. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Have Holdman |

No: of Copies rec'd 0
Dave Goldman. Llet ABCDE

President/Founder of Fr1ends of Camp Concord

CC: Chalrman Ke?ym Martin, M;l,ehelle Carey, Commlssmner Michael Copps, Rick
Chessen; Co‘sj'; ssloner. - Jona’than Adelstem ‘Ruby . Bnoche Commissioner Deborah
Taon;: Iate A i,‘,.fB‘lanIQenslnp, Cossmner ‘Robert McDowell Cnstma Pauze; Chief
Media Bureau. Momca Desai; Speaker of the House Nancy Pe10s1 and Dan Ashley ABC7
News.




“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not vielate First Amendmen nghtsMAVau%nt}er
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted would do so ~ and must not be adopteq.

¢ The FCC must not force radio stations, especially rellglous broadcasters, #
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's praposed advisohy board proposalg ok

unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resrst advice from those who don't share their
values could face Increased harassment, complaints and eveh Joss.of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpaints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

) The FCC m y_§t not turn every radio station, into 8 Rg_bjlc forum where anyone and everyone has
rights <t0 air time. ; ﬁrepesed?quucxaccessrg I&Fnlents uld dg,so —evenifa rehgious broadcaster
,@,clqgu”e‘usly objedts o tHe message. f lrst*Amen Fnefitorblds impasition of message delivery

mandates on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious pregramming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
prgposals to forcereportlng on-such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
cohstitutiorially-profected editorial choices,

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from rautine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
oorrespond to theif bellefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
‘stations, . Kesping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
.sq?reeze nrcheaand .smaller markat'broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring

staff,presence whenever a station is ep the air-and, (b) by: fugther restricting main studio location choices. -

Ralsmg costs‘with these proposals woulld force service cutbacks and curtailed service is contrary to the

publlc interest.

We.urge the FCC not-to-adopt rules, procedures or policids discussed above.. - -~
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FCC’ PROPOSALS COULD SILENCE CHRISTIAN RADIO STA TIO?&S /
: ‘V_[‘ell' #18 FCC'to keep FREE SPEECH FRER atid not to ‘tamper
with Christian and religious programming!

- e . e S el

The FCC s consndenng rule changes fhat could force Chnstlan radlo stations to elther modlfy thelr
messages or be forced from the air.

Although not directed specifically at those using the airwaves to disseminate the Good News of the Gospel,
potential rule changes could put Christian Broadcasters in an untenable position. If énacted, the proposals
could force Christian radio programmers to either compromise their messages by including input from those
who don'’t share the same values, or to run the risk of costly, long and potentlaﬁy rumous government
inquiries.. - - : ) ) )

o
3. N O] L

PROPOSAL: Specifically, the FCC is considering a proposal that would force every radio station to take
programming advice from community advisory boards broadly representative%f an area’s population. That
means that Christian broadcast stations could be forced to take programmind"advice from people whose
values are at odds with the Gospel! A well organized group of atheists, abortidnists or secular humanists
could demand: representati‘on - and have standing to cause trouble at the FCQ if they were turned away.
RESULT: Any Christian Broadcaster who stands up to the pressure and refusés fo compromise on matters
of conscience, could find his or her station’ s license renewal <ied up for manyé years as the FCC considers
complaints and allegations over nothmg more than the station’s chosen broadcast message' S

. NP T e ¥oiEv i AR
PROPOSAL: Among the proposed new regulations are requirements that stations report, every three
menths; how much programming of various types has been broadcast, who produced it, and how it reﬂects
the interests of a cross-section'of local residents — even those who do riot sharé Gospel values.

RESULT: If enacted, such requireménts will give Christian Radio's oppbnents‘ powerful new tools to harass
and possibly silence Gospel inspired voices. Armed with these reports, adversaries can file complaints with
the FCC against Christian Broadcasters who refuse to compromise on Gospel principles; any Christian |

Station that insists on"only pure Gospel programming could be made to pay a high price for its refusal to

h- A yield-airtime to those'with other messages.

PROPOSAL: One proposed variation would even force stations to grant-a certdin amount of airtime to any

group that requests it — much like cable television systems make time available on “public access

channels.” .
NS
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RESULT: But unlike public access channels, which were created as a kind of open public forum, Christian
Radio is a combination of pulpit and mlssmn The government cannot force messages from any pulpit, nor
insist that missionaries promulgate viewpoints contrary to the Gospel The same way, it should not be
forcing Christian Radio. stations to dehver the messages promulgated by secular humanists, abortionists or
atheists. )

RESULT: The FCC is also considering ways it could increase its coercive powers to force speech on

unwilling broadcasters. Even a station that avoided sanctions during a typical eight-year license term could

find its license renewal challenged.

. While this has leng been trug, in recent years, the delays caused by these challenges were usually more of

a nuisance than a disaster, as skilled civil service professionals worked through issues. These government
experts had authority to apply reason, and ultimately granted almost every renewal presented.

oy T D
R EER Y PP A

. PROPOSAL But the FCC Is conS|denng a renewal processing procedure that would take renewal-granting

pOWer out oﬁ the. hal_nds qfagjgl?"fiid CIVII servants when a Christian station, in good conscience, has kept its -
message pure and not alloyed jts facxlltles to be used to promulgate other messages. Instead of routine

processing by civil servants, such a station’s renewal application will be subject to the often muiti-year

T : 7 process ofreview. by the peljiically-appoinied FCC commissioners, T
PR S H : "
RESl%LT (Not omly I" suehza des;gnatlon make a ||cense renewal more time-consuming, but also more
costly to obtaln Christian Broadcasters facing such a process will likely need greater assistance from
lawyers and other consultants - added expenses thiat could prove ruinous, -
. Y I ST Co A R ST SN B
'PROPOSAL: Finally, the FCC is also proposing to drive up the costs of providing Christian Broadcasting
» " services by eliminating laborssaving technological enhancements that make it possible to operéte-Fadiq
- stations, at least part of the timie, without an employee on the premises.
k» 2 RESULT: Although such un-staffed operations have been the norm for years, the FCC is considering a rule
o to require staffing wherever a radio station is on the air— even if all the programming at that time is
delivered by satellite. God's love may be free to all, but getting the word out will become even more
expensxve - perhaps too expensive for some radio statlons
- - - ‘ e : R g
PROPOSAL: The FCC ig- also copsnderlng a proposal that would force many Christian stations to relocate
their main studio fac _Atles :
W4 OOA .
\nooﬁ_ v Save hristianRadio.corj Page 2 of 2
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RESULT: Now it is possible to serve several missions from one location. But under this propos 8&)5\\

co-location arrangements would be forced to end — raising daily operating costs and imposin \@e ate

expenses related to moving, construction of other facilities and overseeing forced relocatlons

-~ RESULT: “When coupled with the rapidly fising costs of broadcasting, including muitiplying electricity

expenses, extended staffing requirements and forced relocétions will leave some Christian Broadcasters
‘with little choice:. either,cut back or give up.

The First Amendment protects the free exercise of religion. The government must not be allowed to
impose rules that violate it. Christian Radio needs your support now to keep its message of salvation
strong:ofi the nation’s airwaves. It's:not just a Christian thing — everyone’s-fundamental constitutional
o ,| ..' . !

HERE’S WHAT YOU CAN DO '
Th&FCC is taking comimerjts on th‘esé proposals. You can‘add your domnignts to the record. The FCC
can c‘mly»make rule bhéngeé based on evidence ~ and the evidence you subrmit can make a difference!

By Mail: Send a letter, specifying what the FCC must not do and why. Makersure you place the docket
number on top of the letter to be suré it is delivered to the correct office: ‘
MB Docket: Nog04-233 Comments i |n Response to Localism Notice of Propdsed Rulemaking.

do

Mail your comments so they arrive by April 14,2008 to - o CHEEE A S

Using the US Postal Service: Or using FedEx, UPS, DHL or similar services:
. The:Secretary. -+ J The Secretary  ~ = °

Federal Communications Commission Federal Communications Commission

445 12th Street, SW ~ 9300 East Hampton Drive -

Washington, DC 20554 Capitol Heights, MD 20743

Attn: Chief, Media Bureau. Attn: Chief, Media Bureau

By Internet: Visit hitp://www.savechristianradio.com for easy step-by-step comment submission

assistance.

You can also write to your Senators and Congressman. Tell them that freedom of religion and freedom of
speech are threatened. Describe the problematic FCC proposals and the harm they will cause, if they are

adopted. For help locating your Senators and Congressman ~  visit hitp://www.savechristianradio.com

SaveChristianRadio.com Page 30of 3




| Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking e
MB Docket No. 04-233

A * . | submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
i “LUNPRM), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

i Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

\, I}'- ()] The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from

i people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such

! unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don'’t share their

I values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
‘ I consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First

‘., Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,

! particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

I. (2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has

\ rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster

‘ conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

‘ (3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
; of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
| proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on

! constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of

b sirses ooy il __,'religiqus broadcasters. THose who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
T RBASRBNG A tHE T beliefs covtd face Jong. exnensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| American Mission
: Diabetes to prevent and cure diabetes

2 am and to improve the life of all
wASSOClatlon ® people affected by diabetes.

March 18, 2008

e

Chairman Kevin J. Martin
; Federal Communications Commission MAR 3 12008
! 445 12" Strect, SW A

| Washington, DC 20554

Dear Chairman Martin:

I am writing in support of KPLV-FM 93.1 The Party and its commitment to supporting the
Southern Nevada community, and in particular to the American Diabetes Association’s (ADA)
Nevada Market. The station has truly made a difference in our fundraising efforts through its
support, generosity, and genuine care for the community in which we live.

KPLV- FM has been a remarkable partner in helping us educate the people of Southern Nevada
about the seriousness and prevalence of diabetes and the need to raise funds to support our
mission: to prevent and cure diabetes and improve the lives of all people affected by diabetes. As
a media partner of our organization the station has provided valuable airtime, hosted special
events to promote our mission, and provided onsite support on the day of our cvents.

One event in particular that the station worked with us very closely was the 2007 Step Out to

| Fight Diabetes. With the station’s dedication to the ADA and our mission we were able to more

| than double the amount of walkers we had from the previous year and increase fundraising by
74% - the highest increase in the nation. We believe this accomplishment is a direct result of
KPLV-FM taking an active role in the Step Out walk. Through special registration promotions at
local coffee shops to on-air communication, the station went above and beyond to ensure the

Re: In the Matter of Broadcast Localism (MB Docket No. 04-233).
success of Step Out.

KPLV-FM has been a pivotal community partner for the American Diabetes Association in
Nevada. We trust that the FCC will do the right thing and not impose any rules that will hamper
its ability to perform this valuable public service.

Thank you for your time and kind consideration.

Carly Ro

Associate Manager

American Diabetes Association
Nevada Market

Las Vegas Office

2785 Desert Inn Road, Suite 140 = Las Vegas, NV 89121
Tel: (702) 369-9995 = Fax: (702) 369-3717

For Diabetes Information Call 1-800 DIABETES » http:/iwww diabetes.org

The Associonaon gratefully accepis gifts through vour will
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Pro
“‘NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment ri
proposals discussed in the NPRM,, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for thoosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits govemment, including the FCC, from dlctatmg what viewpoints a bfoadcaster
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the-ssero=2a« The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed
“NPRM?"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A numbe|
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who'resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, ﬁ'om dlctahng what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. Bl

2). .- The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force repomng on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constntutlona_liy protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC mu§t not establish a two-tiered renewal system in whiclicertain licensees would be
automal:ully barred from Toutine renewal applicationprocessing. The proposéd mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present®nly the messages they
correspond to their behefé could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings. '

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smalier market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smallei' market broadcasters, by substantially raising costd'in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever d station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main stu /io location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to a'dopt rules. procedures or policies discussed above.:
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Pro;‘,&ﬁﬂMWOM
“NPRM?”), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Hinpe J2o it S3-29-0F
Date

Signature
\ Y410~ f7h S¢S # /30
ﬁ/ﬂ,ﬁygé §+M01K Addresswjgc‘/?af}d/g/ Ll §A/¥?9Z
Name Zh/j-,_ %/02{/" /0 75[
Title (if any)

Organization (if any)




i Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
{ MB Docket No. 04-233

W@&W

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propoged R"'emak‘fﬁﬂfﬁ%
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

I Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment ghw“’AWOM
j proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted
i

1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any govemment agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be

automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of

religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes io further
sguesze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curiailed service is confrary to the

public interest.
We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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